Preliminary Amendment 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Examiner's helpful assistance courteously extended to the undersigned during 
the personal interview held on February 12, 2007 is acknowledged with appreciation. 

In the Amendment filed January 8, 2007, applicants argued, inter alia, that the 
present claimed invention recites that "the luminescence conversion body is a polycrystalline 
ceramic body" whereas Lowery discloses YAG phosphor grains that are merely dispersed in the 
fluorescent plate 52. Therefore, Lowery does not disclose the claimed feature of a "ceramic body". 

In the explanation apended to the Advisory Action, the Examiner responded to this 
argument by stating that "examiner respectfully points out that examiner considered phosphor 
particle of (YAG:Ce) as the luminescent conversion body not the plate with the silicon rubber with 
the phosphor particles dispersed in it. It is the phosphor particles whose base is a polycrystalline 
base (YAG) doped with Ce, is considered as the luminescent conversion body. . .". 

At the above-mentioned personal interview, the Examiner clarified this position by 
explaining that the term "body" is so broad that, in her opinion, it even reads on a particle. 

Even though applicants disagree with the Examiner's stated position, claim 1 has 
been modified herein in order to advance the prosecution of the present application. In particular, 
claim 1 now explicitly states that the polycrystalline ceramic body is "sintered together from 
individual base crystallites". This wording is supported by paragraph [001 1] of the specification. 

It is clear that a phosphor particle by itself cannot possibly be considered a body which is 
"sintered together from individual base crystallites". Moreover, Lowery does not disclose, teach or 
even hint at such an arrangement. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of 
claim 1 as anticipated under 35 USC 102(e) by Lowery does not apply to present amended claim 1. 
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Moreover, the above-discussed distinction between claim 1 and Lowery is so 



fundamental in nature and different in operation that an obviousness rejection under 35 USC 103(a) 
clearly does not apply. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that claim 1 is allowable as 
unobvious over Lowery. 

Claims 2-16 and 21-24 are all dependent, either directly or indirectly, on claim 1. 
Thus, each of these dependent claims is allowable along with claim 1 . 

Based on the foregoing, applicants submit that the present application is now in 
full and proper condition for allowance. Prompt and favorable action to this effect, and early 
passage of this application to issue, are respectfully solicited. 



is respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned in order to facilitate early resolution of any 
outstanding issues. 



application may be charged to our Patent and Trademark Office Deposit Account No. 03-2412. 



Should the Examiner have any comments, questions, suggestions or objections, he 



Any additional fees or charges required at this time in connection with the 



Respectfully submitted, 

COHEN PONTANI LIEBERMAN & PAVANE LLP 




551 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1210 
New York, New York 10176 
(212) 687-2770 
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